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THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 



[Jdly 15, 1858. 



nature, in the very aanse of both offering the 
same sacrifice. 

This, we say, is the great artifice and deceit 
of the Church of Borne, about the nature of the 
priesthood of the ministers, of Christ. 

The Pope skilfully applies this unworthy arti- 
fice in the following passage, in which we hare 
an excellent opportunity of showing in what we 
agree with the Pope, and in what we diBer irom 
bun. 

After the passages we quoted above, the Pope 
goes on to say of Christ :-^He has 

" l>ecreed that the sacrifice which He offered once by the 
efftasion of His precious blood on the altar of the cross, to 
redemt the entire human race, to delirer it from the yoke 
of rin and from the slavery of the deril, and to pacify all 
things in the heavens and on the earth, shall be permanent 
unto the consummation of ages. . . .'' 

To the great truths here expressed we give 
our most earnest assent.* Why cannot the Pope 
confine himself to the great truths of the Chris- 
tian religion ? Those truths alone can establish 
the unity of the Church on earth. It is when 
he goes beyond those, and asserts something else 
as the terms of communion, that he becomes the 
great disturber of the peace and unity of the 
Church. 

But the Pope then goes on in the same sen- 
tence >— 

" Ordaining that this sacrifice, in which ther« is »jo change 
except in the manner of offering it,* shall be made and qf- 
ftred each day by the miuitlry of the priests. ..." 

Now, we know that Christ appointed a per- 
petual commemoration of this sacrifice when He 
said, " Do this in remembrance of me ;" but that 
Christ ordained that His ministers should offer 
the same sacrifice that Christ Himself offered 
we will not believe, until the Pope shows us some 
authority for it ; because this assertion of the 
Pope is not only without authority in the Word 
of God, but is contradicted by the inspired writers, 
«rhen they carefully confined the word " Hiereus," 
ti>hich implies the offering of sacrifice, to Christ 
alone, and carefully applied to His ministers a 
word that does not imply offering sacrifice. 

We cannot follow the Pope in all that he 
attributes to the offering of this sacrifice by 
priests on earth. We must come to the great 
object for which the Pope and the Cardinals 
irrote this Encyclical letter about the sacrifice 
of Christ, to " all Patriarchs, Primates, Arch- 
tishops. Bishops," &e. 

Was it a deep feeling of the unspeakable im- 
portance and interest of the great sacrifice itself 
that makes him write about it to all bishops of 
Ids communion ? 

Xfo, it was not. 

A little question had arisen concerning the 
times of offering that sacrifice — a question 
which, to some, may seem very small, but which, 
t« him, seems great— and great, indeed, it is, 
JH the light which it throws upon the religion 
of which he is the head. 

The object of the Pope in writing this Ency- 
cUcal letter about the sacrifice of Christ is as 
follows: — Our Roman Catholic readers know 
that there are in their Church "holy days of 
obligation," on which days every one is bound 
to abstain from sei"vile works, and to hear mass. 
Formerly those days were much more numerous 
than they now are, and the evil to working 
people became so much felt that, as Pope Pius 
IX. states in this letter, various Popes have 
reduced the number of those days by granting 



* We do not mem hmre to «IIlnii, u tbe Pope does, thai the^row 
was the altar on which Christ offered sacrifice. The Jewish sacriflOM 
were typas of Christ's. TUo Tiotlm was not killed on the altar, nor 
was the death of the victim " the offering. " la that Jewish sacrifice 
Which was especlallj the type of Chrirt, viz., on the great day of 
atoaameDr, the vicUm was slain outside, and the offering and atone- 
nent was made on the golden altar within the Tabernacle. The Pope 
doas not appear to us either infallible or correct in calling the cross 
Ihe altar. 

•The Pope bad said Just above that Christ offered sacrifice " by the 
Mtdsioa of His preeions blood." Clearly, thoo, the sacrifice eomiiled in 
•he effusion of blood. That a " bloodless sacrifice" can be the same 
s-^k'""'!" ?" "tmner of offering it," with a sacrifice which cemittM 
?Jt!? o ^'"? "^ '''*^' *» • P'"'" contradiction. Can any of oar 
Kogun CathoUa readera reconcile it ? 



the people leave to do servile work, and to 
stay away from mass, on those days. Now, 
Pope Pius IX. says that he has been informed' 
that — 

" Since these indulgences, emanating from the Holy- 
See, were published, the parish priests of different coun- 
tries believe themselves ^so relieved from the obligation 
of offering the holy sacrifice for their parishioners on the 
days of the suppressed feasts, and have ceased completely 
to fulfil this duty. Thence there has been established in 
those countries, among the parish priests, the practice of 
not celebrating at all, on the above-named days, the holy 
sacrifice of the mass for the people, and this custom has 
not wanted apologists and defenders.'' 

This, then, is what the Pope writes about: 
formerly the people were obliged to hear mass 
on certain days ; and, of course, the priest was 
obliged to say mass on those days. Now the 
people are told by authority that they need not 
come to hear mass on those days; and the 
priests " of different countries" not unnaturally 
concluded that since the people were not to 
come, the mass need not be said. 

Of this the Pope writes^- 

" Full of an extreme solicitude for the entire spiritual 
flock which the Iiord Himself has confided to us, and 
livelily afflicted at the loss of the great spiritual advan- 
tages which result from this omission to the faithful of 
those countries, we have resolved to regulate a matter of 

such great importance We have judged it 

right, venerable brethren, to write you this encyclical 
letter, in order to trace out for your guidance a sure rule, 
and to fis for yon a law which must be observed with 
care and vigilance by all parish priests.'' 

And, accordingly, he goes on to decree, that 
the mass must, in all cases, be said on those days 
on which the people are not required or ex- 
pected to come to the mass ; and then he graci- 
ously gives absolution to all the priests who, in 
times past, have not said mass on these days, 
for all their omissions : and that without waiting 
for them to confess, though some Roman Catholics 
think that ponfession is absolutely necessary in 
order to absolution being valid. 

We could understand and approve the ground 
of this decree, if the Pope had said that though the 
people are not now required to come to the mass, 
yet that some, perhaps, might wish to come, and 
therefore the mass should be said for them. But 
the Pope does not say this, and it is evident that this 
is not the reason of the Pope's decree. What the 
Pope thinks of such importance is, that the 
priest should say the mass without any one to 
hear him. Although none should come to the 
mass, it is " of such great importance" that the 
mass should be said on those abolished holy 
days, that the Pope writes to all the bishops in 
the world (who acknowledge his authority) to 
tell them so. 

At first sight some of our readers may be 
inclined to think that the Pope has overrated 
the importance of the omission to say mass on 
those days. 

On carefully considering the matter, we are 
satisfied that the Pope has not overrated the 
importance of the omission. On the contrary, 
we think that nothing in the whole system of 
salvation, as taught by the Church of Rome, is 
of more practical importance than the subject 
on which the Pope has written this letter. We 
are, therefore, not surprised that the Pope 
should treat it as " of such importance." 

The practical import is this: — It is of vast im- 
portance that the mass should be said, on account 
of the gifts and benefits which the offering of 
the sacrifice obtains for the faithful ; but it is 
not of any importance that the faithful should 
attend at the mass ; the gifts and graces are 
obtained for the people by the offeringy although 
' none of the faithful be present at it. 

It is this that is of such vast importance to the 
Church of Rome to establish. The people may 
be employed about this world's business, think- 
ing only of gain and profit, and not troubling 
themselves about what the priest is doing (for 
there is no direction in this Encyclical letter 



that the people are even to remember that mass 
is sud on those days), and yet the priest, by 
saying his mass, and offering his sacrifice, may 
obtain for the people "great spiritual adraB- 
tages," without any trouble to them. 

We believe that the Pope could not be engaged 
in establishing anything of grater general im- 
portance to the i^stem of which he is the head, 
than in creating and enforcing a system of sacri- 
fice on certain days, about which people need 
give themselves no trouble, and from which they 
may yet expect "great spiritual advantages." 
It is just such a religion as the majority of man- 
kind most desire. Most men would be glad to 
have their souls saved without any trouble to 
themselves. A system which appears constmcted 
to accomplish this, will generally be easily admit- 
ted by worldly men, without much inquiry into 
its truth, because they wish it to be true. 

The Pope who writes this circular is wise in 
his generation ; he is carrying out the system of 
his Church, and doing it in the most effectual 
way, by appealing to the natural desires of sinful 
and worldly men. He has not overrated the 
importance of his subject. 

There is but one objection to be made — that 
such religions service does but encourage men to 
harden their own hearts, and go on in careless- 
ness and security, trusting that their souls can be 
saved by the priest behind their backs — a very 
good doctrine for priests in this world, but an 
awful delusion for souls in the next. 

We have never said that the Church of Rome 
has no other teaching than this, for those who 
require other teaching. For the earnest and 
ardent the Church of Rome has exaggeration o£ 
feeling and useless self-infliction ; for the self- 
righteous, the Church of Rome has what they 
wish for ; but the mass of men desire to be &eed 
&om taking any trouble about the salvation of 
their souls, and the Pope's Encyclical letter is an 
important step in developing a system which suits 
the desires of such persons. 



THE PATHEB8 v. THE CATHOLIO LAYMAN. 

VO THE KntTOB OF THE CATHOUC UtTXAIT. 

Bespected Sib, — I must refrain from citing further 
testimony for the spiritual supremacy of th« see of 
Borne, inasmuch as what has been cited is, by you, 
either unreplied to, or, what is worse (for your publica- 
tion), it tempts you to burthen your pages with tedious 
and prosy argumentation ending in notMng, except you 
will have letting the reader know what you think to be 
Bomething. 

I. — Perhaps you have no regard for antiquity, and 
think that silent contempt is the best thing to me^ it : 
and, with your great apostle, " Care not for a thousana 
Cyprians and Augustins." Does the Cathouc LaymaK 
really believe its own hint" that " the Church in thff 
days of the Fathers" is one thing, and " the Church ij» 
the days of theib Fathers, the Apostles," quite another 
thing? Now, though the open avowal of this might b« 
rash, would it not 1», at least, mauly and Btraightfor- 
ward? 

Perhaps, too, such a confession might b« rather pre- 
mature. For trne, though it be, that those ancients are 
inconveniently Popish, and that not a sentence — not a 
word can be Bqueezed out of them favourable to " the 
spirit of independence," or against submission to pastors, 
yet may we not entertain readers with all that they 
do not say about the Pope and the Immaculate Concep- 
tion 1 May we not, before casting them overboard, see 
what can be done by nibbling from them a bit here and 
a bit there, and then, throwing said nibblings into 
Popery's face, ask, " Who'U be Popish after that ?" 

is such is to be, as it has been, the Lathan's plan of 
controversy, and the artifice by which it hopes to make 
converts, I am a bad subject for its practice. 

II. But if you truly believe the Fathers to be your 

friends, why not prove it by citing antiquity against 
antiquity? For the last four months (thanks to the 
uncommon veracity of the printer of the Lathab) the 
writs of near forty ancients stand"" filed against your 
system, the least of whom is enough to give it a serious,, 
if not a deadly wound. To meet this long array, yoa 
offer or oppose nothing but page after page of your own 
surmising. No coeval witness is brought against them 

» No. 76, p. 2J. 

■> Mo. 74, p. n, and 7$, p. 34. 
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to Tsfate their positive testimony. No Father, from the 
gray deep of time, disputes for you. Even the Pro- 
testiuit scholiast declines his support ; for you durst not 
appeal to him on St. Cyprian. 

m — It is true the Fathers cited by Launoy favour 
Launoy, who was a stannch Papist. But how do they 
&Tour you ? Can you answer that ? For, whether the 
Church's foundation be Peter, or his faith, or Christ, 
or whether ail three be involred in it (which is most 
likely), how are you concerned in the Church, or a 
member of it ? What right hare you to pretend to seek 
shelter under Launoy and his authorities— all of whom 
have been seen bearing witness for St. Peter and his 
see ; and telling yon [as one of them does]' that you 
" have not Peter's inheritance, who have not Peter's 
ebair" — which ought to be enongh to make an " honest 
inquirer after truth," and who is not in communion with 
that chair, let Launoy and his authorities alone. Though 
the article, "they have not Peter's inheritance who 
have not Peter's chair," is an essential part of the 
Church's faith, yet the nude in which St. Peter is con- 
cerned in the foundation is only an abstract question. 
So the real presence in the Eucharist has been an 
article of faith from the beginning ; but the rationale of 
that presence— being, as it is, incomprehensible, and 
beyond any physical hypothesis which we can frame— is 
not so. And if a rational man may believe that the 
planets are kept in the Zodiack by a mysterious force 
m the direction of the focal ray,"" because Sir I. Newton 
has told him so; though neither he nor that great 
mathematician ever saw this force, or knows what it is, 
or its invisible mode of operation through such immense 
distances ; why must a Papist cease to be a rational man 
for believing the truths above because Christ, and 
"tJie Church, which is the pillar and the ground of 
truth; and a great saint of the fourth age, told him 
se? 

rV. — It is true, ")»e think we may safely say with 
Barrow, ' How could these great masters more clearly 
express their mind thafour Lord, in these words to St. 
Peter, inculcated a duty nowise peculiar to him, &c.' "« 
But is it also true, " we may safely say" the same " with 
these great masters" themselves ? For I fear the doctor 
wants the weight— not of a deep mathematician, but of 
"hoary time," without which he cannot enter the panel 
with " these great masters," and his sentence is nothing. 
It is true, " we think nothing could be more natural than 
Mat our Lord should, in some manner, testify that St. 
Peter's grievous fall had been forgiven, and that our 
Lord was willing to renew the privileges of the Apostle- 
ship— nothing could seem more natural, we think" 
And " the idea that our Lord, on this occasion, was in- 
stituting an office distinct from that which He had 
conferred on all His 'Apostles would, we think, have 
escaped for ever the sagacity of mankind." And " we 
think they (our readers) will agree with us that there is 
still less ground for holding that St. Peter had any 
power over the rest of the Apostles, &c." And, lastly, 
" we might add many more quotations, but we think we 
have said enough."' Answer. I think so too. For if 
this question could be settled by what " we think," it 
had been settled long ago, and with a vengeance ; seeing 
that what " we think" (which seems our only stock) is 
urged no less than six times within the compass of a 
page. But, sir, am I to tell you that what " we think" 
is of no avail here. Nothing will do but the living au- 
thority of the Church. And since you are too indepen- 
dent to yield to this, the next tiling we fall on is an 
appeal to the silent writ of the Fathers. That a sane 
aud consistent Protestant should court a decision of the 
Fathers is most incredible, or, what is worse, most sus- 
picious. That a Papist should neither seek nor shun 
their verdict, as well as that of Scripture,' I can well 
conceive ; for his faith being that which, according to 
the historian, was the public faith of Christendom in 
anno 1517, when the Keformation began, must not 
the sense of the Fathers (who were no other than the 
predecessors of tliose whom the first reformers found in 
aljsolute possession of the whole visible Church, of the 
Bible, and of all the ecclesiastical writings of past ages) 
hare been understood by the Church of the IStli or 
16th centuries as witnessing in its (the Church's) 
fevour ? For, was ever man, or generation of men, so 
stupid as to preserve diligently for 15 ages a deed fatal 
to their titte' Or claim, and to' publish it in open court? 
Would he not rather destroy it, or interpolate it in self- 
defence— a law not likely to be disobeyed ? The power 
to do this, with respect to the writings of the Fathers, it 
IS certain, was not wanting; and that it has been 
done, either accidentally or purposely, is allowed, or 
even published by the Cathomc Layman as his staple 
commodity. Such, then, are the reasons why a Papist 
need not dread the verdict of the Fathers ; while the 
same are the very reasons why » consistent Protestant 
should shrink from it. What! wiU a sane Protestant, 
m the " enlightened 19th century, " invite the judgment 

• C. Laiiun, Ko. 74, p. 21. 
■* Or " radios rector." 
' Ibia, No. 62, p. 18. 
' Ibid. 

„ ,f '^.^J'J'^ ""^ !? '"^epencUint. " What If the Apo«tle,"i»Ti Irenaos, 
"had left ua no Scriptures, mist we not fellow the rule of tradition 
eatniited with them to whom they left ih;ir sees ?--Llb. IlL c. 1 
Aad the same with re»p«ct to the Fathers, ot their writings. 



of a jury, which, by his own confesribn, has been tam- 
pered with, by monkish hand, in the long night of twelve 
hundred and three score years," during which "the 
Pope," says Napier,"" "reigned universally and su- 
preme?" Does not his so doing'raise a suspicion some- 
what of the following kind^It is impossible (he may 
say) that St. Chiysostom, and otherso very voluminous 
Fathers, could hav6 been always on their guard in what 
they wrote ; how many loose and unguarded expressions, 
therefoire, may " we" not find in the writings of all the 
Fathers, extended as they are over a space of 1200 
years ? And if Arins was lucki/ enough to find a cloak 
for his heresy in the obscure and incautious language of 
the Ante-Nicene divines, after three centuries; and 
Berengarius lucky enough to find the same for his, and in 
the same source, after ten. Why may not the Catholic 
Latman do the same after eighteen? " We" know how 
silent a dead jury is ; and that there is no fear of their 
foreman,' Launoy, rising from the grave to c^l "us" to 
account for the use " we" make of their verdict — deli- 
vered, as it is, not by him, but by his pen. I make this 
digression to give you an opportunity of correcting me, 
if I have erred in imputing to the Catholic LAnuAN thts 
motive for appealing to the Fathers, or to the dead letter 
thereof. 

V. — ^To return. The appeal being for some motive 
or other agreed to, you, very properly, tell us here, not 
from Dr. Barrow, but from St. Cyril and other Fathers, 
that, " from what our Lord says, ' Feed my lambs,' a 
renewal of the apostleship already given to him is con- 
sidered to have been made." Answer. 'Wbich is, in- 
deed, admitted by all, and will never do your work for 
you, except you can squeeze out of St. Cyril aflat denial 
that St. Peter received more than the mere '• renewal of 
the Apostleship." But you will find,' not only St. 
Cyril, but the entire torrent of antiquity, too Popish to 
back the Layman in this shift. 

Further, is ignorance, or something worse, any ex- 
cuse for telling us that the special privileges of St. 
Peter " would, we think, have escaped for ever the 
sagacity of mankind, as, in fact, it did pass unobserved 
for centuries after our blessed Lord's ascension, if the 
assumptions of a dominant Churcli, &c. ?"' Answer. 
Was it from St. Cyril or from " our blessed Lord" you 
got this ? However, as this was not directed in reply to 
me, I'll not let slip what / think of it, but refer you to 
one' whose "sagacity the idea did not escape;" and 
who declares that, " To the penitent Apostle a higher 
rank was given than he had lost by the fall." And to 
another' who, to the question, " Why does Christ, pass- 
ing by the rest, address Peter?" has "the assumption 
of a dominant Church" to reply, " H» was the chosen 
ONE of the Apostles, and the head of the choir." But 
I'm not going to walk over the same ground again. 
Meantime, these two positive witnesses are enough to 
encounter whatsoever " we think.'' For they are two 
ancient divines of the fifth and fourth centuries to a 

modern of the 19th, and one saint to none. 

VI. — ^The proposition, then, on which I have been 
insisting for the last five months is the unity of the 
whole visible Church of Christ, under the see of St. 
Peter, as its spiritual head or centre of unity, in anti- 
quity. This, for the present, is my theme. On this 
ground we must meet, and in this manner — viz., you 
must, 1st, Give up nibbling. 2nd, You must abandon 
your own " ipse dixits ;" and, above all, your negative 
answers ; and, instead thereof, oppose your Fathers (if 
you have any) to the Catholic Fathers cited by me. 
Your Fathers of the 2nd century in positive contradic- 
tion to mine of the 2nd. Yours of the 3rd against mine 
of the 3rd. Yours of the 4th against mine of the 4th, 
&c. 3rd, Negative testimony (though sometimes of 
great force) shall, against positive testimony, be worth- 
less; and, 4th, By the sense of a passage is to be under- 
stood its literal sense, or such a sense as a number of 
discreet heathens, who had no case to make out, might be 
supposed to give it. 

VII. — On these terms, how will you (as a denier of 
the oneness of the communion of Peter, or as a Pro- 
testant) meet the sentences'" of St. Cyprian ? Where 
find a Father of the 3rd century declaring that the 
Church is not one ; that it is not built on Peter 
alone; that it has no chair, principal see, or centre 
of unity ? and that its altar and priesthood may be re- 
formed by state policy, whenever an absolute sovereign 
and human passions waxed restive against its spiritual 
restraint ? I require you, once for all, to show how a 
consistent Protestant can evade these sentences, or else 
to surrender on St. Cyprian, and confess that antiquity 
is a mortal enemy to your system. 

VIII.— On these terms, willyouundertaketo defend the 
faetion whom the Protestant high sheriff of Kilkenny calls 
" unordained street ranters ?"■> For, if it be only in 
communion with the see of Peter that the Sanctions of 
the divine ministry can be legally exercised, how can 
the ranters aforesaid exercise legally these fmictions, 
even though they had ordination, and their teaching 



^ On the Revelations. 

1 No. JS, p. 84, and No. 74, p. 31. 

J No. C2, p. 18. 

' No. 7.5, p. 34. 

I No. 74, p. 81. 

" No. 76, p. 34. No. 7», p. 51, lie, 

» Etemng Framan'i Journal, March 12, 1858, 



were orthodox, without submission to the authority of the 
Church? ."Obey your prelates." "How can thew 
preach unless they be sent ?"'' says the Apostle. " Sub, 
mit yourselves to the priests," says the successor of St. 
Peter, " and be instructed ; learn to be subject, laying 
aside all arrogance, for it is better for you to be found in 
the sheepfold of Christ, little and approved, than, inde- 
pendent of others, to be aliens." Which ought to ba 
news for "independent spirits," coming, as it does, from 
an intimate of St, Paul's, and " whose name," says that 
Apostle, " is written in the book of life." 

"They who are at war with the bishop," says St.' 
Cyprian, "who are not with God's priests, are not 
in the Church"— (Catholic Latman, No. 75, p. 35). 
But what priests — what bishops are we thus ordered ta 
obey ? Hear — " Where Peter is, there is the Church— 
(viz., the priests, &c.), and where the Church is, thera 
is life eternal ;" and, " They have^ot Peter's inherit-v 
ance, who have not Peter's chair." — (Ibid). 

"■ Why did Christ shed His blood," says St. Chiysos- 
tom, "but to redeem those sheep whom He delivered 
into the hands of St. Peter and his successors."— (Lib; 
ii., De Sacerd. t. 6, p. 8, Eton, ed.) 

" He who dares to withdraw himself from the unity o£ 
Peter," says a distinguished saint, " should know him- 
self to be an alien from the divine mysteries." And, 
" that which is given to one, may be imparted to all."— 
(Layman, No. 75, &c., and so for the following) :_ 

" Through Peter," says another, " He gave the pre- 
lacy the keys of the celestial order." 

" Tlirough .Peter," says a third, " He imposed the 
office on us all." 

" Remember," says a fourth, " the keys were given ta 
Peter," and, through him, " to the Church." 

" Peter," says a fifth, " in whose person is contained 
the whole ecclesiastical power, tlirough the Lord's 
sentence, saying, ' Thou art Peter, and on thia 
rock,' &c." 

It is plain, then, that antiquity, beginning with the 
Apostle, is altogether with the high sheriflf in judgment 
on this article. For, the fulness of power, signified by 
" the keys," is here declared to be communicable only 
through St. Peter, or in his communion. And if soma 
are pleased to call"" this " a web of sophistry," OUE 
comfort is, that it is a web too long woven to bo tomt 
asunder by the jeers of the Layman. 

IX.— We have seen how the editor had the front to 
avow that it does not certainly appear from St. Cyprian 
that he thought the Church to Jiave been built on 
Peter,' though the saint most positively insists on it, 
in no fewer than nine or ten different places. This ia 
the/irst example we get of his (the editor's) determina- 
tion to bolster his scliism. i\nd the last is, his disco- 
very that St. Leo was not called Me acumenical hierarchy 
but the universal archbishop, at the Council of Chal- 
codon ; and that ho was accordingly acknowledged by 
the council to be their head, and the keeper of the vine- 
yard ; or, in a word, the head of the universal Church. 
But this discovery is too odious to go abroad; he, 
therefore, tries to stifle it at once by the news, " that in, 
the early Church the care of the vineyard was commit- 
ted to every bishop;"' and "the Fathers gave privi- 
l^es to Rome," &c. Answer. The last is, indeed, 
true, but will never do his work, till he proves that St. 
Leo's universal power or primacy was one of said privi- 
leges given by the Fathers. In a general council of 70 
bishops at Borne, anno 494, " Though the Catholic Cliurchf 
through the world be one, yet hath the Boman Churcli 
been, by certain synodal acts, raised above the rest ; 
yea, also by the evangelical voice of our Lord did it get 
the primacy. 'Thou art Peter, and upon this rock,' 
&c.'" And the Council of Milevis, in Africa, of 61 
bishops, anno 41G, to Pope Innocent, on the occasion of 
the Pelagian heresy : " Since the Lord hath set you in 
the Apostolic see, we know that they will more easUy 
yield to the authority of your holiness, which is clearly 
derived from Scripture. ' What greater authoritjr 
(setting aside his primacy) had Innocent by the Scrip- 
ture than St. Augustin and the African bishops ? 

These flatly contradict the editor. For St. Leo is not 
only called patriarch of Rome, but universal or (ecume- 
nical bishop also ;" the former of which, it is granted, 
was the effect of custom, as well as the privileges belong- 
ing to it. 

I now bid the editor come forward and tell us, if ha 
can, where he got his first piece of news, and at 
wliat council in " the early" Church was every bishop 
acknowledged to be entrusted with the care of the 
vineyard, or the oriental patriarch recognized as tha 
head of the universal Church ? And if he (the editor) 
cannot do this, I require him to confess that be also 
lies under the charge of (what he calls) " foisting in- 
ventions of his own," or to leave others to confess it for 
him. 

And I now leave to the judgment of the unbiasseil 
reader whether I have not set in their true light tha 

" Helirews xiii. 17, Itomims x. 15. 

■■ Laimak, No. 77, 4c. 

I Ibid. No. 74, *e, 

• No, 73, p. 70. 

■Libbe,t. 11. col. 101 S. 

■ St. Angut. Ep. clxiTl. Ben. 

° So St. Cyril calls Pope Celestine " the father and patriarch of roral 
Rome, and archbishop of the whole habitable world."— In Encota. 
B. MatiK Delp, 1. 1. p. 3S4, anno 1C38, edit. 
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Expedients used by the editor, and how Tun they are, to 
*ry to get the eanction of the ancients for breaking the 
unity of the Church — for disobedience to pastors (who, 
if the Apostle is to be belieyed, were instituted by 
Christ "for the work of the ministry, till we all meet into 
the unity of faith ;"')— in a word, for striving to excuse 
hit schism, the perpetrators of which, the same Apostle 
tells him, "shall not obtain the kingdom of God;"' 
and which St. Augustin believed to be more heinous than 
idolatry.* 

The editor will please to observe that this letter is 
Dumbered into nine paragraphs ; to each of which, par- 
ticularly to the VII. and III., an answer, not from 
himself, bat from the Bible or the ancients, is reqt^ired. 
Should he do this, I will, with his permission, go on to 
the evidences for the supremacy of the Koman Pontiff. 
Should he not do it, our controversy must either stop 
for lack of argument, or I will keep insisting on, and 
Urging, again aiM again, the same passages and arga- 
menta. Also, if he could possibly publish this whole 
Jetter in one number it would be more satisfactory than 
to divide it. 

I am, respected sir. 

Sincerely yours, 

William Geraobtt. 

[Most of onr readers have, no doubt, read the story of the 
professional fool, in the good olden days when it was the 
custom of great men to keep a jester with cap and bells 
to amuse themselves with, who, happening to be present 
at a public disputation, and appearing as seriously atten- 
tive to the discussion as the gravest of the audience, was 
interrogated as to why he was so intent about matters of 
which he knew nothing, when he was utterly unable to 
judge between the combatants. " I am not such a fool as 
you think," quoth the jester. " Do you think I'm such a 
fool as not to see when one of the disputers gets angry, 
and begins to abuse the other ? I know, as well as you do, 
then, that he has got the worst of it." 

We begin to think, from the tone of the forgoing letter, 
and still more from the language of another which has 
reached us since the above was in type, that Dr. Geraghty, 
begins to fee! that he has got the worst of it, and that certain 
i(tf uential friends of h's, who are watching the course of 
the discussion with anxious eyes, have a second time given 
him notice that it will not do for him to use the language 
of candour and good breeding any longer, and that he 
mult make the best excuse he can for declining further con- 
troversy, and make his exit under a flourish of trumpets, 
with as good a grace and as quickly as possible. What 
way, then, so good as, io a letter commencing and ending 
" Eespected sir'.' (just to keep up the semblance of civility),' 
to sneer at and disparage the editor of the Catholic Lai- 
man (to whose candour and courtesy solely be is indebted 
for the privilege of writing in its pages) in such a way as 
either to irritate him into some such loss of temper as 
might afford Dr. G. a decent excuse for declining further 
controversy, or (what would suit Dr. G.'s purpose equally 
well) induce the editor to decline in future to receive any 
further communications from the same quarter. The 
fonner we are determined Dr. G. shall not succeed in 
doing : whether wc may not ere long be driven to the lat- 
ter must depend solely upon the character and style of his 
future communications. " He that plays at bowls must, 
no doubt, expect rubbers ;" but we are not, certainly, quite 
inch fools as to keep a public bowling-green for the amuse- 
ment of men who, having been repeatedly warned to con- 
duct themselves civilly, and been more than once tem- 
perately reproved, and obliged to apologise, persist in 
abusing the privileges gratuitously afforded them, and, in- 
stead of fairly and courteously applying themselves to the 
honourable combat to which they have been invited, in- 
suldngly sneer at their antagonists, and try to disparage 
them in every way in their power. 

What would our Roman Catholic readers think of onr 
treatment of Dr. Geraghty, if, instead of answering his 
arguments, we were to accuse him of " burthening our 
pages with tedious and ^rosy argumentation ending in 
nothing," or characterise bis mode of reasoning as " nib- 
bling," " an attempt to bolster up schism," " a want of 
manliness and straightforwardness," and the like. The 
want of manliness and straightforwardness is, " we think," 
a somewhat strange charge to make against a publication 
which has for nearly seven years chaUenged the whole 
array ot priests and bishops of the Church of Rome, and 
freely publithed everything which any Boman Catholic of 
learning and intelligence has required of us. including no 
less than six or seven letters from Dr. Geraghty himself. 

After the apology made by Dr. Geraghty two months 
ago for the insulting charge which he made against us in 
our April number, for "insincerity, unfairness, evasive 
shifts, arti6ce, suppression, and other disreputable expe- 
dients, to blind Catholics and mislead Protestants," more 
especially with regard to an alleged misrepresentation of 
the Benedictine Editors of St. Cyprian, which we fully 
defended ourselves from in that number, now published 
Just three months ago, will our readers believe that Dr. 



' EphM. iv. II, Ac 
" Gil. V. JI. 

•"Tho»e," says he, "whom the Danalisti cleante from IdoUtrj, 
Ihey more grietruusly hurt by achlim" (cont. Docat. K 1. c 8) And, 
"OHl of the Catholic Church, one may lia7« faith, lacramenlp, order*, 
«Terythin«! except wlration" (de geat cam Emerlt). And, "beinz 
Mvered from the centre of unUf, eternal death la joor dooio, thsugta 
7eu thould U burowt aUre for tli« mbh of Ctirin" (ep. ccIt). 



Geraghty, at the- instance of kit ditsalisfied friendi, has 
returned again to the charge in a new letter which we have 
already mentioned as just received, which commences no 
longer with even th« cloak of " Bespected sir," but bluntly 
thus— 

" Mr. Editor— 'Whether yon view the use of a shift or 
a lie by a party in controversy to be a sufficient reason 
or excuse for the ifker party retiring from it, is best known 
to yourself. Be this as it may, there are two or three of 
my acquaintances who have but one view of this matter, 
and are constantly upbraiding me for my imprudence in 
ptirstting this controversy, after the charge which I brought 
against the Layman (vol. vii., p. 46-58), of which charge 
he has not cleared himself by his reply." The letter goes 
on to talk of criminal shifts, slanders, shuiHing, and 
effrontery, calling on us to exculpate ourselves in very 
insulting language, all relating, however, to the single 
passage about the Benedictine Editors in our March 
niunber. 

We must beg our readers to refer to the passage com- 
plained of in page 29 of the said March number, and Dr. 
Geraghty's charge in page 46 of our April number, 
and form their own judgment upon the matter. In the 
judgment of our friends, we gave the charge an explicit 
and satisfactory reply in that very number. That 
Dr. Geraghty perfectly understood what we meant from 
the first we have not the slightest doubt ; and that no fair 
or candid man who read what we said in the passage com- 
plained of, p.age 29, ever thought we meant to convey that 
the Benedictine Editors had entered into any discussion 
upon the meaning of the passage, is equally clear. The 
question was about the accuracy of Dr. Geraghty's trans- 
lation, which he purported to make from the Benedictine 
Edition, aud which we showed that he mistranslated Peter, 
the word in the Benedictine Edition (following seventeen 
ancient codices) being "pelram,"' not "Petrum" — Hinc 
ilia lachryma. That Dr. Qeraghty, or rather his "up- 
braiding" friends, should have made the discovery, after the 
lapse of three months, that what we said was so far from being 
satisfactory as to be either " a shift or a lie," is certainly 
somewhat surprising, npon any other hypothesis than the 
one we have already suggested, viz., that Dr. Geraghty's 
firiends feel so strongly that he has got the worst of it, 
that there was no course left but to get him to insult the 
edior in so gross a manner that he could not, without loss 
of character, put up with it, and so pat an end to a corres- 
pondence which Ur. G.'s party feel to be a most em- 
barrassing and damaging one to their interests. 

Referring back to the spontaneous sentiments of Dr. 
Geraghty, as to the "faithfulness of our translations," 
and general " sincerity of the whole publication," conveyed 
by his letter in our "March number (p. 35), we cannot 
help eonclading that if untrammelled by his friends 
(whoever they may be). Dr. Geraghty could never have 
written either of the letters we now complain of, at least 
in the tone and style he has now adopted. We must re- 
mind him, however, that it was he that volunteered the 
correspondence, which he commenced in our January 
number, not tre that solicited it ; and though we should 
have been very glad it were continued, so long as itappeared 
calculated to promote that charitable and candid discus- 
sion which alone can lead to the elucidation of truth, it 
is now a matter of perfect indifference to us whether Dr. 
G. again writes to us or not, and we shall feel perfectly 
at liberty to insert or reject his letters at our pleasure, and 
shall certainly reject them, without the slightest appre- 
hension that our readers will suspect us of inability to 
answer them, if we are not satisfied with the improved 
tone and spirit in which they are written. 
_ In the meantime, for the sake of our readers, we think it 
right to make some observations on the letter before us. 

In the first place, though we have " a regard for anti- 
quity," we have no such respect for the Fathers as to 
make them any part of our rule of faith ; and if Dr. 
Geraghty will take the trouble to refer to our back 
volumes, he will see that he has wholly mistaken our 
motive for appealing to them. We have over and over 
again explamed our views on this matter, but are 
not sorry to take this opportunity of briefly repeating them 
again. 

We do not take the Fathers as any part of our rule of 
faith— not even those of the first three centuries, who are 
most likely to have adhered to the faith and practice of 
our Lord and His Apostles. We know that neither the 
Fathers nor their writings were infallible— that character 
we accord to the holy Scriptures aloue. We have always 
professed that the holy Scriptures alone are our rule of 
faith. We do not, however, reject the use of the Fathers, 
because though errin?, we believe them to have been 
good men, and valuable witnesses of the faith in their 
own day — valuable in many ways, as confirming us in the 
faith which we ourselves deduce and can prove from the 
Scriptures ; and above all value iu enabling us to convict 
of novelty many errors which have arisen in the Church 
since their times. We do not consider ourselves bound 
(and even no enlightened Boman Catholic does) to believe 
everything that has been said by any Father; and, 
consequently, if it were as clear as daylight that St. 
Cyprian considered Peter's person to be the "rock" on 
which Christ promised to build His Church, it is to us 
no proof that the rest of the Church in St. Cyprian's 
day interpreted the text in Matthew as he did, much less 
that it is the true interpretation of it, where we have 44 



' other Fathers interpredng it diSerently, as we have re- 
peatedly shown to be the case. 

Dr. G. appears to have a particular arenion to Lannoy, 
though a staunch Roman Catholic, but for which we 
should not have referred Dr. G. to his writings. Dr. G. 
calls him a staunch Papist — with what correctness we need 
not at present enquire. He is quite in error, however, 
in supposing that we supposed or wished to represent 
Father Launoy as favouring Protestantism ; or that we 
in any way sought or needed "shelter" from him. We 
only used his labours as a means of saving the trouble of 
going in detail tlirough the very elaborate prooft which he 
has given that the Fathers differed widely in their interpre> 
tatiou of the text in 16th Matthew, and, therefore, that 
no argument, bated upon any particular construction of it, 
could be relied on as being according to the ananinious 
consent of the Fathers, as required by the creed of Pope 
Pius and the Council of Trent. 

One would suppose that Dr. Geraghty oensidered St. 
Cyprian as conclusive authority upon every matter. Will 
he say that he was right in the matter of baptism, or 
in his reproof of Pope Stephen? That he and Stej^ien 
differed widely, we have proved to demonstration (See C. !• 
vol. vii., p. 2). We have also shown that St. Cyprian 
treated him in a way utterly inconsistent with the idea 
that he believed Pope Stephen to be the supreme 
head or ruler of the Church in his day, though no writer 
was more earnest in praise of unity, or more anxious 
to keep up a close communion between all Christian 
Churches, than St. Cyprian. 

Such arguments as we have deduced from St. Cyprian's 
writings, instead of " nibbling a bit here and there," ap- 
pear to us to eat into the very heart of what Dr. G. calls 
" Popery," and which it would have been more to the 
purpose for him to have replied to, than to have strung 
together what he calls the " writs of forty ancients," not 
one of which appears to us, or, perhaps, any one else, but 
Dr. G. himself, to have given us the slightest wound. 
Dr. G., however, is pleased to assert that " the least of 
them is enough to give our system a serious, if not a 
deadly, wound," and we suppose, therefore, all the world 
is obliged to believe it to be so. 

Certainly, if confident assertion amounted to proof, we 
are no match whatsoever for our correspondent, and we 
perceive that even the very modesty of our phraseology, 
in so often using the style of a candid inquirer after truth, 
instead of that insulting dogmatism in which he so freely 
indulges, is in his eyes a subject for contemptuous sneer- 
ing. The highest praise the Catholic Lavhaw ever 
received, in our judgment, was from an humble Boman 
Catholic, who stated that his chief reason for liking the 
paper was that it was " all proofs, and no assertions" — a 
testimony which will outweigh the mere assertion of Dr. 
Geraghty, though a hundred times repeated, that our only 
answer to his quotations consists in onr own subhisinqs or 
ipse dixit), and the like. We leave this matter in the 
bands of our readers, without any fear of the result. 

Dr. Geraghty seems to lay especial stress upon Nos. 
III. and VII. of the heads into which he has divided his 
present letter. The former we have already replied to, and 
have only to add that we never asserted or thought that a 
Papist must cease to be a rational man because he drew 
a wrdng or hasty conclusion from either St. Cyprian or 
16ih Matthew, especially if his views be so loose and 
general as Dr.CJ.'s appear to be ; e.g., that though the article 
" they have not Peter's inheritance who have not Peter's 
chair" is an essential part of the Christian's faith, yet th» 
mode iu which St. Peter is concerned in the foundation 
is only an abstract question. " That fotmdation may be 
Peter, or his faith, or Christ, or all these may be involved 
in it, as is most likely," in Dr. G.'s opinion ; and if it be 
a mere abstract question in what way he is concerned in 
the foundation, it is surely too much to assert dogmatic 
cally that-his person was the foundation, merely because 
St. Cyprian may have thought so, where so many 
other Fathers held a different opinion. 

As to the VII. head, we wish to know where we ever 
asserted that the Church is not one. We believe in one 
Catholic and Apostolic Church as sincerely as Dr. 
Geraghty does. It is part of the Nicene creed, contained 
in our Book of Common Prayer, which every member of 
the Church of England and Ireland must adopt, or secede 
from that Church. Neither did we ever deny that in 
St. Cyprian's time Rome was the principal city in the 
world, to which all others might naturally look as a 
centre of unity, without, in any wise, however, recog- 
nizing themselves as subject to her power or juris- 
diction. Ueither did we ever assert that the Church or 
its priesthood " may be reformed by state policy when- 
ever an absolute sovereign and human passions wax 
restive against spiritual restraint." Dr. Geraghty 
appears to us to have been educated in a scho<d of theology 
whidi has adopted the most distorted caricature of the 
grounds of Protestant belief an^ Protestant disbelief, 
and is, in reality, under the name of Protestantism, com- 
bating a fanciful sy.stem of his own imagination, instead 
of mcetiiig the exigencies of proof which we not 
unreasonably require of the truth of his own. 

As this may be the last occasion in which we may 
have an opportunity of addressing Dr. Geraghty person, 
ally (though we snail still feel ourselves at liberty;to 
reply to any arguments or authorities in his letters which 
we may have overlooked or left tumoticed, from want of 
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«pace3, we assure him that we greatly regret the tone into 
nrhicn he has allowed bimadf todeKeBd, and that, if in- 
stead of lightly impatiug dishonesty to others, he had been 
more candid and scmpulons inhis own manner of carrying 
on the controversy, we should hare rgoiced in discussing 
with him to the nttermost a matter of such moment to 
the world as whether there is or is not a living judge 
of controversies, to whom, by Divine institntion, it is 
the daty and privilege of aU Christians to submit.] 

ON THE NAME 0* ST. PETER IN THE HOLY 
SCBIPTUEES. 

TO THE KDITOB or THB CATHOIIC LAVXAN. 

Sib, — In Toar last Dumber, under the heading of " Tb^ 
See of St Peter,* in answer to Dr. Geraghty, when 
showing that Matt. x. 2 conferred no supremacy on Peter, 
fiom the fact of his name being mentioned first, you 
mentioned two passages (John i. 44, and Gal. ii. 9) where 
.his name is not mentioned first, but second in one, and 
last in the other. Tour Boman Catholic readers (and I 
am glad to say there are many snch) might possibly think 
there are no other passages in the Word of God, except 
these two, where Peter's name is not mentioned first. 

Father Keenao, in his Controversial Catechism, takes 
the same line of argument in common with Dr. Geraghty. 
At page 105 of his catechism the question is askM, 
♦'Have you any other scriptural proof of Peter's su- 
premacy?" Answer — "Where the Scriptures give the 
names of the Apostles in order, Peter's name is always 
placed first.'' I venture, therefore, to mention a few places 
where Peter's name is actually mentioned last. St. Paul, 
writing to the Corinthian Church, and exhorting them to 
unity, says, " Now, this I say, that every one of you saith 
I am of ApoUo, and I of Cephas, and I of Christ." — 1 
Cor. i. 12, Boman Catholic Bible. Now, here Peter is 
placed after Apollo, and, according to the inference of the 
Church of Rome, because ApoUo a placed before Peter, 
therefore he should hare a primacy over Peter. Again, 
" Pot all things are yours, whether it be Paul, or Apollo, 
or Cephas, or the world, or life, or death, or things present, 
or things to come ; for all are yours." — 1 Cor. iii. 22, 
Boman Catholic Bible. Here, as will be seen, Cephas, or 
Peter, which is the same (see John i. 42), is mentioned 
really last of three. And again, '■' Have we not power to 
carry about a woman, a sister, as well as the rest of the 
Apostles, and the brethren of the Lord and Cephas" 
(i.e., Peter). — 1 Cor. ix. 5, Roman Catholic Bible. So 
that in three different places in one Epistle Peter is named 
last. What becomes now of the boast of " Ais name always 
being placed first." Here we see all the Apostles are 
placed before him, and not only Jhat, but the brethren of 
iJaa Iiiord also. Now, on referring to Matt. xiii. 56, we 
find that the brethren of the Lord are " James, and Joseph, 
and Simon, and Jude." — Roman Catholic Bible. So that 
all the Apostles, and James, and Joseph, and Simon, and 
Jade, are here mentioned before Peter. 

I would also wish to notice that the last time where the 
Virgin Mary is mentioned by name she is placed not first, 
hut last of the Apostles and of the other women. " And 
when they were come in they went up into an upper room, 
where abode Peter and John, James and Andrew, Philip 
and Thomas, Bartholomew and Matthew, James of Al- 
phaes, and Simon Zelotes, and Jude, the brother of James. 
All these were persevering with one mind in prayer, teilh 
the women, and siary the mother, and with the brethren." 
— Acts i. 13, 14, Roman Catholic Bible. 

Now, our Boman Catholic friends will argue that 
because Peter is named tot in one or two places, there- 
fore there is a supremacy conferred on him : here the 
Virgin Mary is mentioned last, and they never infer that 
no peculiar honour is conferred on her therefore. Hoping, 
sir, I have not trespassed too much on your valuable space, 
I remain, sir, yours, &c., T. M. 

CONFESSION AND ABSOLUTION IN GWEEDOEE. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOUC LAYMAN. 

ToCR HoNOtm, — There is a deal of talk hereabouts 
in Gweedore and Cloughaneely these times. We knew a 
^ood deal before that was cruel hard on us to know, but 
sure the newspapers does tell us a deal more now than we 
all knew before ; and when half a dozen of us gets over a 
newspaper that tells us all that's saying in Parliament 
about us, and that gets as bits of truth that we didn't 
know before, it sets us talking of a deal of things. 

I spent last night with a boy that got the loan of a 
paper, and the neighbours bad gathered in to hear it, and 
we come on the evidence of Mr. Crnise, the resident ma- 
gistrate. Now, we have all mostly a cot of land, and a 
horse or two, and some cows and sheep, and the sheep 
tax, for all the sheep that has been killed on the mountains 
that the Scotchmen rented, and the polls tax, for the 
polte that was quartered on us, becaose of the sheep 
killing, come cruel hard on us; and we are not in 
the fet of good humour with sheep, and shepherds, 
and polis, and taxes ; but nobody can say bat Mr. Cruise 
is a fair man in the duty he has to do, and a good Catho- 
lic that minds his duty, and that can't be said against, 
and' that wouldn't say anything bad of his clergy. Well, 
when we come on his evidence it gave us a deal of talk 
about the clergy, and whether it wouldn't be best in the 
long run for the people if the clergy would keep to their 
own datiesi I will tell your honour the way we come 
about it. First, Ned M'Ginty (that's the boy that got 



the loan of the newspaper) read out Mr. Cruise's evidenet, 
and then we jast fell to to have some talk about it. 

And says Pat Connell, " What bosiness had a Catholic 
to bespeaking against the priests? Wasn't it clean against 
his religion?" 

And says George Cooney, "How could it be against 
any man's religion to tell the truth ? Sure," says he, " it's 
against religion to tell lies, but how would it be against 
religion to tell the truth?" 

And Pat Connell held out that it was flat against the 
Catholic religion to tefl truth against a priest ; and he 
offered to leave that to the priest himself, and to up and 
ask him in chapel on Sunday next, the minute he had 
done the holy mass. 

Well, none of the boys was for that ; for they allowed 
that maybe the priest might speak too strong for himself, 
and so we woiud just have the talk about that to our- 
selves. 

Then Jemmy M'Bride allowed that it was a sin for a 
Catholic to say what was bad of a priest, even if it was true. 
Then says Ned M'Ginty, '^ That won't come against 
Mr. Cruise anyway ; for see the way be spoke of Rev. 
Mr. Mulrenny when he was asked, and he up and said, 
■Dr. Mulrenny is a most respectable gentleman, and 
worthy of every credit.' " 

" Ah, bother to you,'' says Jem MTadden ; " what else 
dust he say of a priest, let him think what he would." 

And with that all the boys allowed that Mr. Cmise said 
it because he thought it. 

" Signs by, then," says Ned M'Ginty, " Mr. Cruise 
isn't sharp enough yet to know what a respectable 
priest that is worthy of every credit wiU say of him be- 
hind his back." And with that Ned M'Ginty reads out to 
us how Mr. Maguire read in Parliament the Bev. Mr. 
Mulrenny 's letter to the Bev. Mr. M'Boarty, saying that 
Mr. Cruise told him it was the Scotch shepherds them- 
selves that killed the sbeep, and how Mr. Maguire asked 
Mr. Cruise if that statement was true, and how Mr. Cruise 
spoke up and said, " It is false ; I never said that, so help 
me God. My belief was, and is, directly the opposite." 
" And who was the liar then?" says one of the boys. 
" Oh, whisht,'' says I ; " don't let us get into talking 
that way about our clergy." 

" Well," says Ned M'Ginty, "anyway, mayn't I ask 
was Mr. Cruise telling lies or truth then when he said ' so 
help me God,' and him on bis oath?" 

Well, with that all the boys allowed that Mr. Cruise 
was sorely telling truth ; and so we didn't say another 
word, good or bad, about that. But isn't it the poor thing 
for Catholics to have to put things off that way, about { 
whether our priests tells truth. 

"And, then," says Ned M'Ginty, "sore there's ;Mr.i 
Hamilton, the poor law inspector, that said he never asked 
one of us about the destitution, because he knew not one 
of ua would tell, him one word of truth." 

" And (says another boy, whose name I don't like to 
tell, for fear it would hnrt him) Jiow would we tell a word 
of truth with the teaching we get." 

Your honour, that come hard on me, and none of us 
cared to say more about that. But, sure, to tell truth is 
more like the true religion than to IcU lies. 

Only one thing was said more about that; for says 
Pat Connell, " Well, it's little truth the gentlemen got 
anyway that came to see the destitution in Gweedore ; 
such hunting of cattle, and hiding'of praties and bed- 
clothes — it was the biggest take in that ever was." 

And with that all the boys laughed ont, thinking how 
the gentlemen was done. 

" And wasn't the seaweed the best of all," says Ned 
M'Ginty. " Sure, whaHlid any of us eat, only the sloake 
and the dillsk ; and who wouldn't eat that if he could get 
it? What boy or girl would be in a fair and not get a 
ha'porth of dilisk ? And doesn't my old aunt, Kitty 
M'Ginty, get a good living by carrying sloake through the 
county to sell to the quality : and doesn't the Bishop him- 
self always buy it off her m Letterkenny ?" Ana with 
that all the boys laughed again, till their sides were sore. 
And then we come on how Mr. Cruise told how a 
witness swore in his informations "that the Bev. Mr. 
Dogherty had fined parties ten shillings each for sending 
cattle to graze on Mr. Nixon's land, and paying that 
gentleman for grazing," and how one of them said " that 
the Bev. Mr. Dogherty had said that he would not hear 
him his confession if he sent cattle to graze on Mr. 
Nixon's land ;'' and how " they said they would rent the 
land at thirty shillings, the sum which Mr. Nixon was 
willing' to let it for, but that Mr. Dogherty would not 
allow them to do so, as he said it would be contrary to 
the principles of the Tenant League for men to pay more 
than a pound for it." 

Now, your honour, we knew all that ; but we fell to to 
discass whether a priest had a right to stop men making 
their own bargains about grazing. And all the boys 
allowed that every man has a right to make his own 
bargain for grazing. And we allowed it was a good 
bargain for the people at thirty shillings, else why 
would they^ take it 1 And we allowed it was no sin 
to take the grazing ; and we allowed that if the priest 
would not hear our confessions, because we took grazing 
without his leave, it wonld be neither more nor less than 
the priest refusing to let us save our souls according to 
his religion, just that lie might get powet oTsr w that he 
had no right to. 



" Btit, then (aays Pat Connell), sure the bishop set all 
that right when he cama down, and took away Mr. 
Dogherty ; and so our souls is right enough whUe thg 
bishop is over the priest." 

" And would you have got that justice for your soula 
(says Ned M'Ginty) if it vrasn't for the poUce magi»> 
trate, that the government pays, that took it up? Sure 
it's him you are to thank (says he) ; for how would W8 
have got it bat for him ?'' 

So the boys allowed that was true ; and isn't it tha 
hard thing that a priest can stop us of what he says ia 
necessary to the salvation of our soula, until we let him 
settle our grazing for us ? 

And then we come on the fines that the priest took 
off them that took the grazing without his leave. " Anil 
I wonder (says Ned MKJinty) where did them fines 
goto?" 

" Where would they go to (says one of the boys) bufc 
where the priest's dues goes ?''' 

Well, none of us could tell where else; but wo 
allowed it was no part of the Catholic religion that tha 
priest should lift money that he had no right to ; andl 
that we wouldn't stand it. 

"But how will you help it fsays Pat Connell)? 
Sure you can't save your souls without the priest; and 
if the priest won't save your soul till you give up tltei 
grazing and pay the fine, how can yees help it.'' 

» Didn't I tell you before (said Ned M'Ginty) that 
you would never get that justice for your souls only tha 
police magistrate took it up ? And isn't there a deal 
more that isn't took up, and that just makes slaves 
of ua ?'' 

" Well, any way, it was set right when the bishop 
come down and took away Mr. Dogherty (said Pat 
Council). Sure that was a lesson for the priests, any 
way." 

" None of your nonsense, Pat fsaid Ned M'Ginty) ; 
doesn't Mr. Cruise say that the bishop smd he would re- 
move Mr. Dogherty to a better parish ; and isn't that a 
nice lesson to give on a priest that denies us the salva- 
tion of our souls that he may tyrannize over us, and 
levy fines off us ? And will any man think, after that, 
that the bishop thought it very bad, or that othec 
priests will be afraid to do the like, when they get pro- 
motion by it?'' 

Well, no one had anything to say against that. 
So we came to talk of what the bishop said about abso- 
lution for them that destroyed the sheep ; sure he said 
•'that they had destroyed a number of sheep evett 
since he came into the district, and that if any. one had 
told the" ♦>}»]: any priest or bishop could absolve them 
fror,-''"***'7^\,rA 'uch persao stated what was false, 
'xC'' . J0?*4iiKf AlmigWty had never delegated such ES 
power to any one, and they could never receive absolu- 
tion till they had made restitution to the last farthing 
for all the sheep they had destroyed." 

And then we allowed that if all the priests had beea 
preaching this at first, instead of refusing confession to 
them that took grazing, there would have been no 
trouble in Gweedore, and no sheep tax, and no polis tax, 
and no quarrels with landlords that has done us good._ 

But one thing bothered us entirely 'about absolution 
for killing the sheep. "For," says Ned M'Ginty, "I 
wonder will it do for absolution when the sheep is paid 
for by the sheep tax that is levied off all the farmers 
that has land in the barony ? Will the fellows that 
killed the sheep be entitled to absolution because other 
people that didn't kill the sheep had to pay for them 2 
or will the people that killed the sheep hare to pay fc* 
them over again? And wouldn't that be the greaC 
thing for the Scotchmen to get paid for their sheep 
twice over? But how would it be with us at all i£ 
that come about ? Why, there isn't a Scotchman that 
wouldn't be farming in Ireland then, and paying double 
rent for double profit ; and what would the GH'ccdora 
men do then for their cuts of land ? They say them 
Scotch is mighty cute. Well, we were thinking would 
we go to the bishop about that, when Pat ConneH bida 
us be easy, for them that killed the sheep will get their 
absolution easy enough, and no questions asked. It 
won't be like as if they took grazing without the Ecr. 
Mr. Doghcrty's leave. So we quit thiakiDg of that any 
more. 

Now, your honour, what I want to know most ia 
this, would there be any way of securing us from tha 
priests meddling in our farming business by denying ua 
the rights of our Church ? Could it any way be mado 
a law that the priests should give us what we have a 
right to for our souls, without taking off us money and 
grazing that they have no right to. 

I'm afraid of my life to put my name to this, so I am 
at your honour's service, 

A Gweedore Mait. 
l]We must say, in answer to our correspondent, that 
we see no possible means by which those who remaia 
under spiritual despotism can be secured from tem- 
poral despotism. Pat Connell's argument on thia 
subject appears to us conclusive. If i)eople wiB be- 
lieve that the salvation of their soub depends on tha 
caprice of a priest, in Itewuig or not hearing their con- 
fession, no earthly power can secure them from tha 
danger of being tyraniiked over by that priest in th«i5 
domestic affairs and theii irwl^^ iJuineM-J 



